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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS/Family Housing-Construction

Cut
SUBJECT: Military Construction Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1996 . . . H.R. 1817. Burns motion to table the
Bingaman amendment No. 1834.
ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 77-18
SYNOPSIS: As reported, H.R. 1817, the Military Construction Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1996, will appropriate $11.1¢

billion for military construction, family housing, and base realignment and closure for the Department of Defen:

This amount is $461 million more than requested, $18 million less than appropriated by the House (though the House, unlik
Senate, did not move an appropriation of $161 from the Defense Appropriations bill to this bill), and $2.4 billion oveurthe amc
appropriated for FY 1995.

The Bingaman amendmentvould reduce the total amount appropriated for military construction and family housing by $30
million.

Debate was limited by unanimous consent. Following debate, Senator Burns moved to table the Bingaman amendment. Gen
those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

The Bingaman amendment would cut $300 million from the bill because the bill will spend more than the President propo
However, that greater spending is justified. This bill has higher funding than the President's proposed bill becauseidewiliqre
funding for the Guard and Reserves and for military housing. Both increases are warranted. The Administration reque8&d only
million for the Guard and Reserves. Last year's funding level was $574 million. The President's proposal was not seriou:
deliberately short-changed the needs of these important elements of the Armed Forces so that his overall funding leakl woulc
more frugal. Part of the fault lies with the Pentagon, which traditionally asks for enough funds for active duty infrastruct

(See other side)
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requirements, but leaves the defense of requirements for the Guards and Reserves to Congress. We have not been overly generous;
we will not cut as much as the President proposed, but we will cut 20 percent. As for military housing, we are inclinigie to prov

more, but we need to stay within our 602(b) budget allocation. The need for improved housing for our military forces is extreme
Many servicemen and women around the country are living in clapboard temporary housing that was only built to last through the
Second World War. Much of the housing for our Armed Forces is so substandard it would be condemned if it were in private hands.
Perhaps even worse, in many areas the shortage of on-base housing forces service members to pay for expensive off-base housing.
These men and women, who are serving their country and are ready to die in its defense, are paid so poorly that whém they have
pay for off-base housing they frequently end up on Food Stamps. This situation is utterly disgraceful. Our colleagussthsist th
housing for members of the Armed Forces is not a high priority for the Defense Department; if so, we suggest that thetDepartmen
reorder its priorities. This bill responsibly stays within its allocation, it funds projects only if they meet certagpstified criteria

to make certain they are meritorious, and it addresses very real needs. A $300 million cut is unwarranted; we thereore urge th
rejection of this amendment.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

The Bingaman amendment would cut $300 million from this bill to bring it closer to the amount requested by the President. The
President's request was already substantially higher than last year's spending level. It added $1.2 billion more fdosiechase ¢
account and $605 million more for military family housing. The Senate bill will reject around $400 million of the President's
spending requests, will replace them with its own earmarks, and will then add another $300 million earmarks on top afithat amou
This extra spending is unwise. In fairness, all of the earmarked projects have been selected based on their merit--none of them
represent typical porkbarrel spending. Still, in these tight budgetary times, if we are going to increase spending arythe milit
imagine that the military has quite a few more important items than spending on the reserves or spending on barrackhevhich are
main areas that see increased funding in this bill. In our opinion, this bill simply spends too much. The Bingaman amaridment wo
cut funding to a more reasonable amount, and therefore merits our support.



